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_— APPELLANT'S OPENING BRIEF 


TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED COURT: 

This is an appeal from an order of the United States 
Court of Appeals, Central District of California, The Honora- 
ble E. AVERY CRARY, Judge presiding, being action number 
67-1445 E. C., dismissing the Complaint for leek of a stated 
cause of action and under the statute of limitations. Juris- 


diction ig invoked under Title 28, Section 1291 U. S. C. 


-he 


nf of Police oF Son Diy = Seep WN, Me 
y and Mr. Jones. There were others with them when 
rx was made. There was a jury trial. The Beverly 
tus Police witnessed what caused serious injuries. 
\ppellant was later jailed on said charges. 

There followed a complaint forassault and battery 
Filed May 31, 1944, Case No. C-493,681, Superior Court 
of the State of California entitled “Solomissey Jessy, 
Plaintiff, vs. Maggie George, et al., Defendants". The 
iction was tried and dismissed, giving the defendants 
judgment against the plaintiff, Solomissey Jessy, In Propria 


Persona, without any notice or legal document in regards 
-o the court procedure concerning Civil No. C-493, 681. 
Relatively the appellees have in their files and 
records appellant's arrest on January 26, 1944, at 615 
{orth Oakhurst Drive, Beverly Hills, California, which is 
the source of this case. 
Appellant was arrested and later taken to jail with- 


-® 


> 
i Ai lll ln ln lll ly tl - ® 


ting, the eppellant had a complaint filed on May 
. Later, doing the work in propria persona. 

Fearful of being prosecuted themselves by the appellant's 
plans to take Case No. C-493,681 to a higher court, the : 
appellees violated appellant’s civil rights and deprived 
her of her liberty, freedom of speech and her Constitutional 
rights. 

The first is that the appellees suppressed evidence 


in this case, and that such suppression constituted a denial 
of due process. 

It is unthinkable under the United States systems of 
law, ea judgment at the disposal of the said trial court, there 
improper standards in determining their decision wae used to 
grant the defendants a judgment against the plaintiff. 

The appelleea denied the appeal equal rights to an- 
awer any of the documents or to be heard, and their contentions 
are without merit. 

Evidence showing, among other things, that a counter 
check was 0.K.'d by Mrs. Amador, im October 1957. Appellant 
decided that $60.00 would do, believing that more money could 
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w quisny tepaieunet ot Giigidts leet 
x formed hat a Sagury done by che Modes 


ss Substantial evidence that false statements are sworn 
) and sent to the appellant by the attorneys for theappellees 
} another thing that the appellant asked the Federal Bureau 

: Imvestigation to look into, as well as seeking information 
irself. 

These proceedings arose out of a civil action and 


ry reasons set forth appellant holds that the said trial 
uirt erred in denying the plaintiff's right to relief. 
POINT I 
The hearing before the United States District Court, 
Mmtral District of California, before the Honorable E. Avery 
‘ary, Judge presiding, was held on November 13, 1967, and 
idge Crary dismissed the matter without prejudice due to the 


ict that a cause of action was not shown or stated to the 
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In spite of the fact that the appellees involved a 
ot of people trying to stop the appellant from turning this 
Abd Weer Eo the Batted states Government, appellant assumes 
hat the time and efforts spent in bringing this case to the 


Inited States Government have not been in vain. 

There are many ways and means that the United States 
overnment uses through its offices and agents that the 
verage American citizen is not familiar with or aware of. 

Appellant's discovery of Special Trials, and attorneys 
or Special Trials in August, 1967, where Special Agents and 
mited States Attorneys hold conferences that are strictly 
vonfidential. There are Special Agents for fraud cases, 
ind it might be well co say that each and every ome of them 
fork directly out of Washington, D. C. as well as other 
pencies, office staffs and certain divisions of the United 


tates Government, including the Department of Justice. 
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ss Appellant believes that the United States Govern- 
ment has taken action in this case, and the same will prove 
that there are some things that the United States Government 
will not tolerate, including what the appellees’ files and 
records show in this case. 
POINT IV 

The second hearing was heard om January 2, 1968, in 
the United States District Court, Central District of Cali- 
fornia, before the Honorable E. Avery Crary, Judge. Motion 
and Notice of Motion for Reconsideration by the Court of 
Order Dismissing and for an Order with leave to appellant to 
amend the complaint. 

The third hearing was in the same court and before 
the said Honorable E. Avery Crary, Judge, on January 29, 
1968. At each hearing appellant appeard in propria persoma. 
Judgment of Dismissal of the First Amended Complaint was 


entered. 


; Trem, “sum inns, nnd! Samm)" Caan, tll egyeniae 
king also. On February 6, 1968, five letters were 

me pat te the Criminal Division of the Municipal Court 

eking the truth about the same since this is the second tise 

is statement has been sent to the appellant. The first time 

s November, 1967, and after care and consideration, appellant 

ked the court, by filing a "Motion and Notice of Motion for 


consideration by the Court of Order Dismissing and For an 
der with Leave to Plaintiff to Amend the Complaint", due 

the fact that appellant's Notice of Appeal was filed on 
vember 16, 1967. 

The last document that states the year 1944. Appellant 
s imprisoned as a result of the crime without any other in- 
rmation concerning the time, date and place. 

Appellant decided that it was a matter thac the Federal 
reau of Investigation should have, and the names of the fouw 
torneys for the defendants. 

Are these facts and statements to be hidden? If 60, 
y? As appellant in this case, I feel that in determining 
ether the statement is false or true is a matter that should 
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364; 


“an allegation in an accusation for 


sufficient statement that such representa- 
tions were made with intent to defraud". 
Crawford v. State, 
62 S. E. 501, 504, 4 Ga. App. 789 
The appellees have no regard for concerning the im- 
sortance of presenting Constitutional rights, or various 
rules for guidance of the trial judges. 
With a violation of unlawful or fraudulent intents, 
cnowing that Case C-493,681 had been improperly handled. 
I think that their own records show substantial 
sivdence establishing the guilt of the appellees. 
Is it not true that if a scheme is devised with 
the intent to practice fraud, and the appellees used their 


courts, offices and agents in executing the scheme, that 
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Whey determined and so ordered che judgment against 


laintiff be given to the defendant. 

It does not appear that the plaintiff was present, 
or even any information of the court proceedings given to 
er at any time. 


The appellees actually committed theft, in a secret 
anner, and the money from the judgment was stolen and taken 
way without right. 

The furtive manner that the appellees used in the 
inal settlement of Case No. C-493,681 is not mom to the 
ppellant. However, where contention that the plaintiff was 
enied her Constitutional rights because she was not present, 
ivil rights denied, as well as other ways and means that 
1e case was improperly handled, the contention could be the 
asis for relief. The pertinent facts are many and any dis- 


ate can be settled if the Court required proof of the same 
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planned to use as an alibi to hide and conceal. 
~ ee wilfully conducted illegal proceedings 
withdraw from sight everything that could possibly be 
ed to take legal action against them. Their idea was to 
de the truth. 


This case has merit, however, As the appellant in 
e same, there are legal documente that I wrote and filed, 
iling to give in detail the pertinent facts, stating a 
use of action and showing a cause of action. 

Therefore, I do not believe that certain words and 
rases are sufficient to prevent justice in this case. 

If it is possible to file a Motion for remand of 
se No. 67-1445-E.C. to be removed and strictly handled by 
e United States Government, giving its offices and agents 
risdiction over the case, I would like to do so. It would 
possible to bring in all of the true facts that the United 


ates Government, its agents and offices have discovered since 
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ape lasne., Stim, Motions and sapeain filed in the 
tad States District Court and the United States Court of 


Apart from its relationship of the seized judgment 


the purported dismissal was inadmissible because the docu- 
ment did not state a cause of action or show cause of action. 

Even if the false statements had been admissible 
under the constitutional principles discussed above, it 
would still be required that it be excluded as the hidden 
evidence is insufficient as a matter of law. To sustain 
the conviction of the plaintiff the hidden evidence is 
totally lacking on the question of whether any offense was 
committed. The date, time, place, arresting agent is not 
listed. 

The record discloses a clear failure of proof of 
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‘reversible prejudice and damage on the appellant. 
ed The record discloses a clear failure of proof of 
vanue (Appellant's Research). 

Specifically, as the appellant in this case, I fim 
ly believe that there is a total failure of proof sufficient 


to sustain a conviction. However, as to the appellant 
Solomissey Jessy, in propria persona, specifically, the 
prosecution failed, among other things. Therefore, I be- 
lieve that the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the 
Associated Press in Manhattan, New York, have an answer. 
POINT V 

Action to procure a judgment on the grounds of fraud. 
Appellant's action commenced within two years after learning 
of alleged fraud in obtaining execution of a judgment, that 
was awarded to the defendants. The appellees, ordered the 
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of action to procure a judgment on the — 
of fraud refers to an "action to procure a judgment — 
round of fraud" this type of action is one akin to 
ahiom law action for deceit with the idea to conceal 
onstitutes a "fraudulent misrepresentation" and without a 
oubt misrepresentation was the basis of appellees’ action. 
There is one organization that does not appear in any . 
f the documents filed by the appellant, or mentioned in the 
ourt Reporter's Transcript, or Minutes, prior to the Notice 


f£ Appeal filed on February 5, 1968, the Honorable Judge E. 
very Crary's suggestion on January 20, 1968, followed by 

he Appellant's visit to the office on the above date, follow- 
d by a letter giving more of the facts and details concerning 
he case, yet not able to go into the office for an interview 
ue to unavoidable circumstances, it was impossible to make 

n appointment and keep the same. Working conditions were 
ood at the time, however, it was necessary to make plans that 
ould not require two or three days in advance, and research 
n the law library was the only step that would solve the pro 


lem of working on the case alone. 
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er that the appellant received from the Office of 
sonomic Opportunity is one that represents the United State 
redineans in some way, and to have the same affirm certain 
jocuments and the signature of the President in regards to 
shis matter, the case could be settled and closed. 


CORCLUSION 
Appellant respectfully request this Honorable Court 


for its reversal of the Order Dismissing the Complaint and 
For such other and further relief as to the Court seexs just 


ind proper in the premises. 


Respectfully submitted 


IEF on the appellees in said action, by placing 
thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope with 

tage thereon fully prepaid in the United States mail 

t Fifth and Spring Streets, Los Angeles, California, 

ddressed as follows: 

JOHN D. MAHARG, Esq. 

County Counsel 

County of Los Angeles 


648 Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Stree 


t 
Los Angeles, California 90012 ) 
, gates “4. 
olomissey J 


ubscribed and sworn to before J 
e this 3rd day /of May, 1968 
- | ( C Cee u{ 


n Ashley, Notary 
mr the State of California 
rincipal County - Los Angeles 


y Commission Expires: 9/3/70 
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